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ABSTPJkCT 

This aper approaches the concept of curriculum 
design from a philosophical perspective, arguing that the concept of 
"design" in curriculum is fundamentally misleading. The paper begins 
with a series of comments questioning the assumption that curriculum 
design involves a set of discrete skills or procedures in which one 
may attain expertise like skating, welding, or filling out a tax 
return. The concept of curriculum design is equivocal on the 
distinction between the intrinsic value and the practical success of 
a curriculum, with the result that questions of evaluation and 
implementation are often allowed to determine contunt, without 
adequate consideration of what is educationally worthwhile. 
Curriculum design is an open and flexible domain due to uncertainty 
and disagreement over ends, definitions, and cause and effect. 
Counter.nrguments are offered to four of the most commonly accepted 
assusqptions behind the curriculum design concept: (1) that the 
ultimate aims of education are not the direct responsibility of the 
curriculum designer; (2) that curriculum design is an applied 
science; (3) that designing curriculum is a skill or set of skills; 
and (4) that there is a determinate list of things that a curriculum 
design should include. The most important omission from all 
curriculum textbooks is a rigorous examination of the aims and nature 
of schooling and education. (TE) 
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Introduction 

Reference to "desisn". r.ther th3„. S3y. .p,.„„,„,.. 
sort Of precision ,„d Inflexibility th.t is required when producing 
specifications for .n aeroplane, rather than the openness and unavoidable 
equivocation to be foond in the staje directions for a play. T.Ik of 
■curriculum design- suggests that there ™st be designers who have a special 
kind of expertise other than that of simply understanding curriculum. Just as 
architects are co»™nly thought to be something more th.n people who merely 
understand building techniques and have an aesthetic perspective, ret. while 
precision, a -proper- way. and an expertise are implied, the accredited 
experts actually produce such distinct types of proposal as to make it 
difficult to think Of them as alternative accounts of the same thing, i.e. as 
alternative designs. Compare for example Popham'. behavioral objectives 
approach with Stenhouse's process rx,de;; or consider the approaches of 
Skilbeck or Sockett. the very openness and flexibility of which almost negate 
the idea of a design in the sense of an outline of the way in which a 
curriculum should be planned and set out.^ 

I shall argue that r.ther than thinking in terms ,f curriculum designers 
^:^1n some wv analogous to dress designer, or auto^bile designer,, we should 
^ think in terms of coming to understand what the key curriculum questions are 
0. .nd the appropriate manner for trying to answer them. If w. do that. w. sh.11 
0»« that a number of key curriculum questions are philosophical, and yet 
jnosophy 1. th. discipline least In evid«,c. in conceptions of curriculum 



In order to maint.ln the flow of what H conceived of as . general 
.r9»m«,t *«,t the nature of curricula design I have placed almost .11 
references and exainples in support of my claims in the notes.? 

"• Some comnents on the idea of curriculum d.«i, ,n 

)) The notion of a curriculum design obviously makes sense, as does 
that of designing a particular curriculum, although both imply a degree 
Of precision and inflexibility that might in the event be either lacking 
or Inappropriate, or both. The "design" of some British "A" level 
courses, for example, has more in c»»,on with the agenda for a meeting 
than the specifications for constructing a house. There are s<»,e people 
"H. truly design their courses: there are others whos. "design" migl.t 
more accurately be described as "a general idea- of what they are going 
to do. 

ii) Considerably more important than these possibly misleading 
connotations of tNe word "design- is the implication that to describe 
someone as a curriculum designer is to attribute some sk.ll or set of 
skills to him. rather than merely to draw attention to the field in which 
he moves a^out. Most curriculum designers and most curriculum textbooks 
implicitly or explicity suggest that one may learn how to design 
curricula as one may learn how to skate, how to weld or how to fill in 
tax returns.3 That is to say they suggest a set of movements or 
procedures that once mastered allow one to set out any curriculum 
competently, as one may learn o skate on any ice. weld any metal and 
fill in the tax form any year. 
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But compare learning now to skate wUh learning how to use a library 
or with learning how to be a historian or a good husband. It is clear 
that these examples become progressively divorced from any particular 
skills or procedures. I can teach you how to use one library and that 
will probably enable you to use others. But it will not necessarily do 
so and I might have taught you how to use that library in a different 
way. I can teach you certain aspects of historical procedure, but It is 
Implausible to call this teaching you "the procedures of the 
historian". When we come to the husband it seems plain silly tc imagine 
a set of procedures that one could set down as necessary for all 
marriages to follow. (I say this notwithstanding the antics of some 
marriage counsellors). 

I have no doubt that curriculum has more in common with marriage 
than with skating and not much in conmon with either. But that is not 
the immediate point, which is that the notion of curriculum design 
unwarrantably implies that there is an expertise to be acquired which may 
then be exercised on any subject matter in any context, just as there is 
an expertise in riding horses to be acquired. It is implausible to 
suggest that the typical package of procedutes advocated in textbooks on 
curriculum design (e.g. formulate pre-requi sites, specify objectives, 
produce evaluation criteria) is either necessary or sufficient for any 
particular curriculum, but in any case it is unfortunate that the 
question of whether it is or not should be bypassed by dint of presenting 
the elements In the package as features of the business of curriculum 
design by definition. 



fH) The concept of corricul™ design is e,„t,oc»l on the ouestion of 
-ether bein, , curricula designer involves cl3in,i„, proficiency ,t 
settin, out curricule or .t expoundin, on the theory „f settin, „„t 
currlcl.. There is . distinction. „ thor. is hM.cen hein, ,„od ,t 
-.ndlin, people 3nd h^vin, a Ph.D. in n,an„e«nt. E.ery educational i,t 
ousht to be a 9ood curricula, designer if that «ans being good at 
organizing one's teaching. ,t is not so oh,i„„s tha, everybody ought to 
be a good curriculum design student if that ™,ns learned in the wisdom 
Of Sockett, Tanner. Taba or Pratt.3 Nor is the relationship between the 
wisdom of Tanner and the practice of good organisation as clear as one 
«i9ht wish. This IS partly because the practice of curriculum books is 
to obscure the distinction. They review and give critical consideration 
to many features of curriculum design so that they could be seen as 
concerned only with expounding on the theory of setting out curricula. 
But in the event most of them, clearly present a view of the way to set 
out curricula: they propose a path to practical proficiency.* 

W) Another are. of equivocation Is over different kinds of question. 
I m not referring here to different logical kinds of question, such as 
confusing evaluative questions with descriptive questions, although some 
of that does still go on. I ,m referring to the tendency of curriculum 
designers tc .nalgamate questions that might profitably be distinguished 
such .s What Should we do if we want to oroduce a rationally defensible 
curriculum and what should we do if we wish to ensure successful 
<"Pl»entatIon of our curricula.. To be sure, students of curriculum are 
painstakingly taught to distinguish between su™at1ye and formative 
.«Iuat1on and between evaluating the curriculum (i.e. socin, that it 



works on its own terns) .nd esUmUn, Us worth. B„t c.rricglum 
design, .s it is currently conceived. ,„ite dearly i,„ores the last 
na«d activity. Curricula, desioners ,i„n„ „„, 
their textbooks to the ouestion of what is educationally worthwhile. The 
result is . gradual blurring of the distinction between ,a1u. and pav-off 
-- worth and appeal, idealism and i«ediate practicability. One result 
Is that questions of evaluation and implementation are often allowed to 
determine content. 

») It may be said that whatever the truth about curriculum design it is 
certainly no simple matter, since there are many diferent perspectives, 
paradigms of research, or competing metaphors. I have argued elsewhere" 
that I think the appearance of openness and variety is deceptive.5 The 
so-called different conceptions of the process model, the product model 
or the reconceptuallst model are really no more than shifts of focus to 
different particular aspects of curriculum. They do not necessarily 
compete with one another. And the question of different paradigms of 
curriculum research seems to me to boil down to the question of how much 
that is of concern to curriculum can he successfully researched In the 
experimental fashion of the natural sciences. 

But whatever metaphor for curriculum we are tempted to adopt, from 
engineerlnq. through cake-making, to drama, it is surely clear that, 
though It may be fun to argue that it is more like one than another.' it 
is not actually very like anythinq other than itself. 

It is jgre like some branch of the arts, landscaping or Interior 
decorating than It Is like engineering or cake-making. in as n«ch as it 
U an open flexible domain due to uncertainty and disagreement over ends. 



crucial concepts beinq contested or unclear, our relative Ignorance about 
cause and effect, and the likelihood that In this case there are many 
good ways to kill a fox. But nonetheless it does not seem appropriate to 
adopt a metaphor from the arts. For there are a qreat many further 
respects in which curriculum Is quite different from any particular 
variant of any particular branch of the arts. Teaching Is thoroughly 
distinct from conducting, for instance, and It is no more to be equated 
with a dramatic encounter than playing Hamlet is itself to be equated 
with beinq a doctor. 

The obvious argument in favour of metaphors Is that they may 
illuminate or stimulate our perception. Th. more real danger ma, be that 
they inhibit our powers of thought. Curriculum Is a relatively large and 
open area giving rise to many different kinds of question and 
encompassing many different kinds of activity. We would surely be well 
advised to start understanding curriculum Itself before we restrict our 
vision by looking at it in the light of particular metaphors. Metaphors 
can only be other than restrictive when we understand both the terms 
being compared relatively well. 

The above points - that although a curriculum needs to be planned 
it is not clear that there is a proper way of planning, still less of 
designing with all that that word Implies; that It Is not established 
that there is a set of necessary and sufficient procedures for 
curriculum; that any attempt to plan has to face the fact that what there 
is good reason to do may be distinct from what one can easily do or 
easily n^onitor; and that all metaphors, different as they may be. have in 
cormK,n the tendency to offer . restrictive view of the way things should 
be - strongly incline me to the conclusion that the very Idea of there 
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being an art. skill, expertise, or science of curriculum desiqn i at 
best highly misleading. 

1 shall now turn to consideration of some specific claims that many 
curriculum designers would seem to accept. 

111. Claim 1: 'The ultimate aims of education/schooling are important, but 
they are not the direct responsibility of the curriculum designer". That is 
to say it is not part of the function of the designer to formulate or 
contribute to the formulation of aims. This is Pratt's position. It is true 
that he makes the odd reference, as do most curriculum designers, to the need 
for philosophers to consider aims, but that is evidently to set them aside as 
somebody else's business; his own procedure is to give a cursory examination 
to the suggestions that the curriculum should be designed to promote knowledge 
for its own sake, to train the mind, or to enhance employability. and then to 
propose that it should be based on- needs. Which needs are to be met is 
determined by a procedure of needs assessment the detailed methods of which 
are conceded to be grossly fallible;^ but in any case this approach clearly 
leaves the curriculum designer in the position of one who seeks to deliver the 
goods as required rather than to examine the good. Thus when it comes to 
discussing -curriculum rationale", which is defined as "an argument that seeks 
to 'justify the pursuit of an aira".^ Pratt in fact offers no advice pertaining 
to a rationale in that sense, but instead counsels us to be "eloquent and 
persuasive.., the rationale should be written with a view to convincing... 
especially those who have the power...-? His approach would seem to endorse 
the view of the 26th NSSE Yearboo?. that "the people... may properly formulate 
a general statement of aims... of education... (while) the task of discovering 
appropriate materials through which to achieve those aims... is a technical 



one... demanding special professional preparation. 

Claim 2: "Curriculum desiqn is an applied science." While it is true 
that this view has been challenged it is. I think, the dominant view in No-th 
America.lO j^is is scarcely surprising when we consider that curriculum is 
heavily grounded in research into teacher effectiveness and educational 
psvcholcgy. both of which have been dominated by the model of the natural 
sciences. Of course, if one cuts off inquiry into worthwhile aims and fails 
to detect the conceptual inadequacy and the lack of control of variables 
throughout more than fifty years of empirical educational research, one can 
hardly fail to see curriculum design in this light. 

Claim 3: "Designing curriculum is a skill or set of skills." Implicit 
in much curriculum writing is the idea that the curriculum designer is a 
professional with expertise, comparable in many respects to the mechanic or 
the dentist. The mechanic may not be the best of drivers himself and he may 
have no ideas about the role of the car in society, but take any vehicle along 
to him and he'll get it going. The dentist's own teeth may be poor and he may 
have contentious ideas about whether teeth should be objects of beauty or 
merely functional, but at any rate he can keep them in good shape. In the 
same sort of way a curriculum designer, though he may not be an educationalist 
on a par with Socrates or Dewey, can at any rate fix you uo with a decent 
curriculum, if you need it. This conception of the curriculum designer arises 
In part. I think, out of a more general North American phenomenon: the idea 
that the most profitable way to look at the civilized human being is in terms 
of various large-scale monolithic skills, be they physical, cognitive 
(critical thinking; values clarification), affective (loving, getting on with 
people), or whatever (creativity, management). It is therefore only par for 
the course that curriculum designers should be conceived of as people who are 



specially competent at e.g. breaking down aims into objectWes. formulatinq 
prerequisites concisely, and presentinq objectives to meet various criteria. H 
Claim 4: "There is a determinate list of things that, a curriculum rte«;iqn 
should include." Here of course there is some divergence of opinion amongst 
designers as to what things should be on the list. But it is generally true 
that design textbooks proceed as if there were a right answer to the question 
"what steps should design incorporate?" There is. besides, fairly widespread 
agreement that it should involve most of the following: specification of 
objectives, required entry characteristics, instructional strategies and 
schedule, evaluation procedures and implementation steps. 12 

IV. Each of the above four claims is fairly certainly false. 

1. What the aims of education should be cannot be scientifically 
demonstrated. But they can be reasoned about and it is not the case that 
they are simply a matter of arbitrary preference. Quality in any sphere 
is to a considerable extent governed by the nature of the enterprise. 
It Is no more open for me to say that enabling people to operate 
computers is amongst the aims of education than it is open for me to say 
that knocking people over is one of the aims of soccer. Therefore 
Pratt's starting point for curriculum design is seriously deficient. On 
his own admission he is directing his efforts towards attempting to meet 
an imperfect compromise between imperfectly canvassed opinions (that are 
themselves in various ways imperfect) about what children ought to gain 
from school. 

Without a clearly articulated set of aims a coherent curriculum plan 
is a logical impossibility, for coherence partially pertains to the 
curriculum's relationship to its aims. To be more specific a coherent 
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c»rr,c„,„ to grounded 1„ . c,..r .„d accept.bU conception of 
schocn, .nd eduction, for th,t Is where the ,l™s .re derived fr<»,. 
ret «e know fro» any standard curricula textbook, be It Pr.tfs 

T^ner-s. Zals- or Taba's. that a.^s ther not stated at a,,', o.. if 

stated, neither explicated nor ,„st1f1ed. , should add without dwell, n, 
on It that It is Important here to maintain the distinction between 
Clant, and specificity B , ,^ ^^^^ ^.^ ^^^^^^ 

Objectives specific, that .ay be ™ade so by def initio. b„t the 1,^rti-,t 

senera,. should be cear. Most curriculum work starts with ,„„s that 

not ade,u,te,y justified and not clear. ,t win continue to do so so 
ion, as It thinks that consideration of ,i„s can be hived off In so.e 

w;i V 



If curriculum design Is.to be an applied science It »ust have 
uncontentlous ends, which, os we have Just seen, though It might have 1„ 
principle. It doesn't have In fact. Engineering would cease to be an 
applied science If certain objectives such as that a bridge should stay 
In position and bear weights were set aside. 

Engineering would also cease to be an applied science If the body of 
attested laws about e.g. the functioning of «t„ ,„ different conditions 

to me not unreasonable to claim fh>f ^ 

10 Claim that, though we have sane plausible 

oenerallsatlons about education, we do not have anvthing worthy of the 

n». Of a body of genera, laws about child psychology or classroom 

interaction that are also of practical value." ,Th e certain 

truth,, but they turn out to be true by definition and/or to have no 



practical importance. And there are certain significant claims but they 
are not empi'-ically established.)^^ Ironically this Is actually conceded 
by most of those who have reviewed research into teacher effectiveness. 
If not not by educational psycholoqists J8 (Perhaps that Is because the 
latter tend unconsciously to make their true observations significant by 
equating the aims of eduv,ation with the aims of the measuring 
instrument. Thus the I.Q. test is given importance by presuming that 
success at it betokens educated intelligence.) 

But whatever such researchers are up to it Is obvious from a cursory 
inspection of the writing in the field that curriculum specialists simply 
make selective reference to research conclusions, thereby giving a quite 
spurious air of scientific rigour to their recommendations. We are told 
that research shows this or that, but with rare exceptions it does not do 
so. The reason that it does not do so is partly that that same absence 
of clearly defined ends for the whole educational enterprise makes any 
research into educational effectiveness- meaningless, as does that same 
conceptual confusion rnnder most of it worthless. in addition it is 
inconceivable that anyone should derive true general laws or clear cause 
and efi-ct relationships from field studies such as make up the vast bulk 
of educational enpirical research. Any metaphorical link with 
architecture or engineering is in these circumstances simply irrelevant. 

3. It should already be clear that a crippling weakness in curriculum 
design is disregard for conceptual po.its. That same weakness probably 
explains the third claim. For If people would pause to consider what a 
skill might be, they would surely not be so foolish as to use the same 
word of the business of tying one's shoe-laces, the business of riding a 
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"or,e. the business of be.„s „ 

business of betn, , trenchant potitici co™,ent.tor. 

'^""K -'s CriUcilV^ convincin,,, th,t i, 

Httle sens- to talk of . sM,, of critical thinkin,.M ^ for 

the sa^c sorts of reason I cannot «ake ,cnse of the idea that t „ht 

be . sk.r of carr,c„,„™ des.<,n,n,. or s.ch subskiHs as that of breaMn, 
down Objectives or assessing needs. A person be described as 
sk.lf.n at these things. «an1n, that he genera,,, does the™ we,,, bot 
the fact regains that they are not w,„.seen on an ana,o„ with the 
"echanica, operations .nat provide ,.r touchstone for sM„s. and they 
.re essentia„y context bound. «v ab„ity to break down ai« into 
Objectives in the context of .eacMn. ancient histor, te„s yo„ nothing 
.boat «y ,bi,ity to do it in the :o.cext of photography or physic,. , 
■s-='n- Of breaking down objectives in genera, woo,d hav. to rest „pon 

' *' concepts in a„ edoc,tiona„y significant 

-as. such a -sk,,,. is fe.s,b,e. but not possessed by those who adhere 
to the current conception of currlculun, design. 

What competent designing of curr1cu,a reguires rather than s<„e 
."eged ski,, is obvi„„s,y good understanding of the nature of curr,cu,u» 
and that broad range ,f questions and Cai^s that touch upon it. 

Many of the popu,ar tenets of rurr,cu,u™ desi, ,,„e enough 

« suggestions but absurd as prescriptions. What is s„,v about Pophan 
's not bis ide. Of the advantages of behavioura, objectives, but his idea 
that ...rythin, b„ t. b. don. this way.n „„eidenta„y ,„ this 
connection Pr.tt . bad «ist.k. in observin, that w. co.,d probab.y 

nnd ways of «,„„r,„, ,„ ^ ^ ^^^^ 
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For Of course « could define everything fro« lo.e to beauty in such 
terms, but the question would be wnether our deer ,nd «.sur,ble 
definitions did Jastice to wh,t people «t„3„y conceive of „ love end 
beauty.)'? Si.t1.rly the basis of Stenhouse's approach to curricula, 
research Is the entirely eccur.te observation that teachers take little 
notice Of research and the quite sensible sugoestlon that the, should be 
«»re involved by besin, research in the schools.?-' But this oosition 
bec««s untenable when It is pushed to the ideological li.it so th,t only 
school-based research is re„rded « boni^fjde curriculum research. 

The questions of what requires to be specified for e„y given 
currlcu,,.. In the way of resources, prerequisites, modes of org.n.sation 
and techniques of Instruction end how any specifications should be 
fomul^ted ..St surely be open ones. The only likely consequence of 
treatln, venous such steps as necessary parts of qood curriculum design 
H that the tall „y come to wag the do,: the presumption that . 
curriculum must include objectives stated n . certain kind of way. 
pr cedures for evaluation, strategies for implementation etc.. 
necessarily leads on occasion to manipulation or distortion ot the 
content to meet these demands. But nobody who is seriously concerned 
about jdumion as opposed to keeping childr.n occupied at tasks that can 
be monitored, or a school currlcul™ as opposed to a series of activities 
to keep people occupied and accountable, could accept that the way to 
decide Whether and how to do something with Wordsworth, pop music. 
Classical Sreece. Indian culture, or chemistry, in the currlcul«,'|s to 
be detenelned by whether and how we ca, -Mn ready ,cceptance for It 
(Implementation) and quantify children's progress and our success at it 
(evaluation).^* 
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Certainly we must wish that a proposed currirulun. should be accepted 
in fact and implemented with understanding. But a serious minded 
educator will, if necessary, seek to spread understanding and gain 
acceptance after producing a worthwhile curriculum. He will nrt allow 
considerations of implementation to become criteria for designing 
curricula. Evaluation, which :s also being insidiously and. I dare say, 
unconsciously promoted as a criterion of quality in design, should be of 
even less concern to the curriculum designer qua designer. For. 
notwithstanding all the excellent reasons for wanting to evaluate where 
we can. not a single argument has ever been produced that establishes 
that a curriculum that cannot be evaluated other than impressionistically 
is ipso facto to be deplored. Only the slowly grinding wheels of the 
curriculum industry have continued to suggest that "without some kind of 
evaluation any curriculum innovation becomes meaningless and probably 
also impossible" (Kelly). 25 (m passing I should add that although 
informal techniques of evaluation are to be welcomed where appropriate it 
Is perhaps unfortunate that those who perceived the debilitating and 
constraining implications of too much emphasis ... formal evaluation have 
nonetfeless tended to reinforce such constraint. By tfking up grand 
names such as "illuminative" or "holistic" evaluation. Instead of simply 
observing that sometimes one can and should do no more than look and 
Judge Impressionistically. the m.yth that evaluation is a science that 
must play its part in curriculum design has been furthered even while 
beiny challenged.) 

V. I Imagine that some might wish to say that I misrepresent the intent'.ons 
of the UCy. Curriculum design is not concerned to lay down the law or demand 
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a set of specific steps on all occasions; it merely seeks to explore and 
uncover the dimensions to the question what form our curricula should take. 

I hope I have said enouqh to show that that is not the case. The fact of 
there being a number of widely believed but extremely dubious claims in 
curriculum design, the fact of it being thought of as a matter of design, and 
the way in which the textbooks are actually presented all conspire to suggest 
unequivocally that one who would propose something for the school curriculum 
can and shouid learn to present it in a particular kind of way. 

The most important ommission from all curriculum textbooks is a rigorous 
examination of the question of the aims and nature of schooling and education. 
That is not only what is needed to make sense of curriculum design 
prescriptions, but it would also be sufficient of itself to yield useful 
curriculum prescription when combined with thorough understanding of potential 
• content. Of course it matters how one organises and teaches one's material, 
but What matters is to organise and teach it jr. a way that makes sense of the 
material in terms of the aims of education and schooling. Of coursr there is 
also the question of presenting material in a way that is suited to the 
students in question. But as to that it is doubtful whether all the empirical 
research of this century has thrown ap any previously unknown general laws 
that have practical significance. The teacher always has to make particular 
Judgements about individuals before him: to make such judgements what ht 
requires is knowledge of them a, individuals, (not generalisations, which are 
altogether different from general laws), combined with a thorough 
understanding of what he Is about and where he is trying to go. 
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Footnotes 



ISee Popham. H. J.. "Probinq the validity of arquments aqainst behavioral 
ooals.- in R. J. Kibler et. al. (eds.). Behavioral Objectives and Tn.tr...t..n 
(Boston: Allyn and Bacon 1968); Skilbeck. M.. "School-based curriculum, 
development." (90-102 in Open University rnur..^rn_M^^ 
Keynes: The Open University Press 1976); Sockett. H.. Oesigningjhe 
CjinMculufl. (London: Ooen Books 1976); Stenhouse. L.. _A n introduction to 
Curriculum Research and npvoi.n„.,»., (L3ndon: Heinemann 1975). For a 
critical summary of these and other approaches see Barrow. R.. Giving Teachino 
Back to Teacher V (Brighton: Wheatsheaf 1984). 

^It is worth noting here that I shall refer on several occasions to David 
''ratt^ CurrJculunK_D^ Development . (New York: Harcourt Brace 
Jovanovich. 1980). I do this because I think it may be helpful to illustrate 
points by reference to a case study, and Pratfs book, though representative 
of a kind I am arguing against, seems to me good of its kind. 

3For the purposes of this paper I shan assume the following to 
reasonably representative of curriculum textboo':s: Taba. H.. Curriculum 
Devel opment: Theory and Pra ctice. (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich. 
1962); Tanner. D.. and Tanner. L. N.. Curriculum Development: Th.orv info 
Practice. (New York: Macmillan. 1980); Tyler. R.. Basic orinciolp. nf 
Curriculum and Instn.rtion. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 1949); 

^' .i?"^'-<culum: Principles and Founn.finnc, (New York: Harper and 
ROW. 1976); Sockett. H.. op. cit; Stenhouse. L.. op. cit.; Pratt. 0., op. c.t. 
^Pratt. for example, provides a specimen curriculum at the end of his 
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5*The Paradigm to end Paradigms" in R. Enns and G. Milburn (eds.). 
Curriculum Canaria ^ ^QM 

•*See especially Pratt, op. cit., pp. 84-90. 
^IMd.. p. 152. 
^Ibid.. p. 152. 
'Ibid., p. 32. 

lOlt is explicitly Pratt's view (see p. 4). although he is in fact rather 
moderate in what he takes to be empirically established. Nonetheless his 
approach is based upon the idea that our empirically tested means-ends 
knowledge provides curriculum prescription. 

llPratt. for instance, lists seven main criteria that "objectives should 
meet". 183. 

12 

All of the features noted are emphasised by Pratt. 

""''''"^ The Philosophy of .choollnc^, (Brighton: Wheatsheaf 

1981). 

^^See Pratt chs. 3 and 4. The problem is well illustrated by his example 
of a curriculum concerned with nutrition, for U is arguable that whether 
people consulted perceive a need for this or not it is of no obvious concern 
to the^schooi «nd still less any obvious educational significance. 
^*'"''°**» The Philosoph y of Schooling , op. cit. 

l^For the argument to support such a claim, see Smedslund. J.. "Between 
the analytic and the arbitrary." Scandinavian .lournal of Psy chojn^v, 20. 1979; 
Eg«n. K.. Education and Psyrholony. (New York: Teachers' College Press! 

1983) ; Barrow. R . . GivimOeac^ jB^^^.^^^. ^^^^^^^^ 

1984) . 

example "Time spent on reading and numbers is associated with 
growth in those areas, whereas time spent in other areas appears to detract 
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from jrowth In reading „d «.th«,.t1cs". (B.rak Rosershlre. Cl.ssroo, 
I«truct..„ t„ H. L. G.5e (ed.). The Psveholnn. t..,^^^^_;^ 
«"iver„t, Of Chicago Press. 1,76). -Brighter people can iearn things less 
brijht ones cannot learn." ,E. R. Hilgard. Theories^^nearnM Appleton- 

Century-Crofts. 1956). -A ™t.vated learner ac,„. t he learns ™ore 

readily than one who is not «»ti,.ted.- (ibid.). "Three stages are necessary 
for successful discussions: orientation, development, concluding.- (The 
stages identified by C. S. Tann. -A study o, .roupwork in Priory and Lower 
secondary Schools.- unpublished Ph.O. thesis. University of Leicester. Cited 
-d the "identification- of the stages described as "prett, .eaningless" by 
A. Ye»„ns -Group Work in Schools: Britain and U. 5. A.- The Ourha. and 
Newcastle Research Review lO.Sl. 1,83). , will leave the reader to consider 
which Of these examples are true by definition and/or of no practical 
i-portance. All of them purport to be sianiMcant^^ ,„c.veries. For 
. list Of Significant claims that cannot be said to be actually empirically 
established one needs only to look at any comprehensive review of research and 
note those studies that appear to produce contrary finding. 

"^ee. for example. Ounkin M. and Biddle 8.. The Studv of r,.r.,.^ (New 
York: Holt Rinehart and Winston. 1574); Heath. R. w. and Nielson. M. A.. "The 
Research bssis for performance-based teacher education." ( Review of 
Educational Research, 44. 1974); Gage. H. L.. Teacher Effectiv.n.. ... ....... 

Wicatton. (Palo Alto. Calif.: Pacific Books. 1972). 

19The Simplest way to illustrate .hat would otherwise require a paper in 
Its, -f is to cite, for e,«mple. Bennett's claims about the relative merits of 
formal.. i„fon„l .„d m,x.d teaching styles for various purposes and BarroWs 
critique of that research. «. Bennett. Tejchjns^j es and Pu.il Pro.r .„ 
(London: Open Books. 1976), R. B.rrow. The Philosonv nf 



' IMC 



19 



19. 



C. «. A ,ery f„„ treatment of the topic with copioos examples Is to be 

Teaching B.r> to Te,rh.^^ op. cit.. chs. 5 and 6. A 
less adewte but brief and i-ediate illustration is afforded b, the 
assumption that "practice at de Bono's lateral thinUno exercises is show, to 
be educationally profitable." (Pratt would probably accept wording of the 
Claim here, but it is not his wording, see p. 313). This ass^otion is 
entertained by many teachers and educationalists, but as stated is certainly 
false. Nothing has been "^. because the experimentation necessary to 
establish that such practice is the cause of the development of certain 
abilities is beyond our power, because it is inconceivable th,t the "cognitive 
Skill- Involved in wondering "how you would weigh an elephant" should lead you 
to solve the problem of how to get rid of your wife or split the at™,, and 
because the question of importance is one that no researcher has .slcedt "is 
-liatever happens t. those who play de Bono's games educationallv valuable?" 
'•^tePecK, J.. Critical Thimctng. (Oxford: Martin Robertson. 1981). 
^'Pooham, W. J., op. cit. 
??Pratt. 0.. op. cit.. p. 199 
"Stenhouse, L., op. cit. 

'V course I am aware that these are only two possible and somewhat 
extreme characterisafons of implementation and evaluation. 

*• I"' Curriculum; Theory and Prartir,, (New York: Harper 
and Row. 1977). 
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